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DETAILED ACTION 

i 

1 . This office is in response to the Request for Continued Examination received 9/13/07. 

2. Claims 1-19 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 9, and 16, are independent claims. 

3. Claims 1-19 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ayers in 
view of AbiWord Schema. 

Claim Objections 

4. In reference to independent claim 1, the newly amended claim language states the 
following: 

'wherein the non-structured feature spans the other tags in the ML document' 

It is unclear how the non-structure feature 'spans' other tags. The Examiner believes the 

j 

choice of the phrase 'spans the other tags' in regards to a feature of a location of a feature falling 
outside other tags, fails to accurately describe the related bookmark example found within the 
specification. Furthermore, the claim recites the following phrase: 
'placing a start feature tag at the start tag location' 

The Examiner believes the start tag location should state the following 'start feature tag 
location" in accordance with the newly formed claim language. Appropriate correction required. 

Finally, the last limitation mentions a similar limitation to the one above and therefore the 
Examiner asks the applicant to see the explanation above regarding the phrase 'span other tags'. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ayers 
("AbiWord's Potential")* hereafter referred to as "Ayers", in view of AbiWord Schema 
(www.abisource.com/awml.xsd), hereafter referred to as "AbiWord Schema". 

In reference to independent claim 1, Ayers teaches: 

A word processor product that reads a word-processor document stored as a *.abw file 
which is written in XML. Ayers also discloses performing an action on the word-processor 
document, in the form of creating and examining an AbiWord file that recreates the word 
processor's set of features. Ayers describes non structured features and discusses a variety of 
non-structured word processing features. See Ayers, page 3. Both a start tag and end tag are 
disclosed within the conversion of the word processor document taught by Ayers (compare to 
"determining a start feature tag location, determining an end feature tag location wherein 
the feature spans the other tags in the ML document"). As presently claimed, it is unclear to 
the Examiner how the non-structure feature 'spans' other tags. The Examiner believes the use of 
the phrase c spans the other tags' fails to accurately describe the related bookmark example found 
within the specification. The Examiner is interpreting 'spans the other tags' using the AbiWord 
document found on page 3 of 4 which describes the tags created for the word processing 
document and performing an action on the word-processor document in the form of creating and 
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examining an AbiWord file that recreates the word processor's set of features. AbiWord schema 
discloses the location of the published XML Schema at www.w3.org/2000/10/XMLSchema and 
the XSD for AbiWord, published at www.abisource.com/awml/xsd (See AbiWord Schema, page 
1, line 3, and trailer line, bottom of page. The claim language included within the independent 
claim recites the phrase 'may span other tags while maintaining a well formed ML document', 
(compare to "placing a start tag at the start tag location and an end tag at the end tag location, 
wherein the start tag and the end tag may span other tags while maintaining a well formed ML 
document"). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Ayers and AbiWord Schema before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
AbiWord documents taught by Ayers to include the AbiWord XSD of AbiWord Schema because 
it would have given the author a proficient means of validating the AbiWord document and 
defining tags within a document. 
In reference to dependent claim 2, Ayers teaches: 

Ayers also discloses performing an action on the word-processor document, in the form 
of creating and examining an AbiWord file that recreates the word processor's set of features. 
See Ayers, page 3, paragraph 2. The reference fails to explicitly state the start and end tag 
including an identifier that may be used to indicate an association between the start tag and the 
end tag; however, the AbiWord reference discloses an XSD for validating an AbiWord 
document. (See AbiWord Schema, pages 1-3). The reference provides a means of identifying 
tags and validating the document utilizing a rich formatting, including styles, lists, sections, and 
data types (See AbiWord Schema, page 1, lines 16-19.) 
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In reference to dependent claim 3, Ayers teaches: 

Ayers also discloses performing an action on the word-processor document, in the form 
of creating and examining an AbiWord file that recreates the word processor's set of features. 
See Ayers, page 3, paragraph 2. The reference fails to explicitly state the start and end tag 
including an identifier that may be used to indicate an association between the start tag and the 
end tag; however, the AbiWord reference discloses an XSD for validating an AbiWord 
document. (See AbiWord Schema, pages 1-3). The reference provides a means of identifying 
tags and validating the document utilizing a rich formatting, including styles, lists, sections, and 
data types (See AbiWord Schema, page 1, lines 16-19.) 
In reference to dependent claim 4, Ayers teaches: 

AbiWord, a word processor product that reads a word-processor document stored as a 
*.abw file which is written in XML. See Ayers, page 2, 3 rd full paragraph. 
In reference to dependent claim 5, Ayers teaches: 

A word processor product that reads a word-processor document stored as a *.abw file 
which is written in XML. See Ayers, page 2, third full paragraph. The AbiWord Schema disclose 
an example of an empty tag on page 2 which is disclosed as a restriction base at the bottom of the 
page. As presently claimed, the language fails to preclude the Examiner from utilizing the 
restriction base as an empty tag. 
In reference to dependent claim 6 & 7, Ayers teaches: 

A word processor product that reads a word-processor document stored as a *.abw file 

i 

which is written in XML. Ayers also discloses performing an action on the word-processor 
document, in the form of creating and examining an AbiWord file that recreates the word 
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processor's set of features. See Ayers, page 3, paragraph 2. Finally, Ayers fails to explicitly state 
an XSD or XML Schema definition, which represents a word processor's rich formatting, and is 
published and available to other application for interpreting/validating the word-processor 
document. See AbiWord Schema, pages 1-3. Both a start tag and end tag are disclosed within the 
conversion of the word processor document taught by Ayers (compare to "determining a start 
tag location, determining an end tag location"). AbiWord schema discloses the location of the 
published XML Schema at www.w3.org/2000/10/XMLSchema and the XSD for AbiWord, 
published at www.abisource.com/awml/xsd (See AbiWord Schema, page 1, line 3, and trailer 
line, bottom of page. The reference provides a means of identifying tags and validating the 
document utilizing a rich formatting, including styles, lists, sections, and data types (See 
AbiWord Schema, page 1, lines 16-19.) 
In reference to dependent claim 8, Ayers teaches: 

A word processor product that reads a word-processor document stored as a *.abw file 
which is written in XML. Ayers also discloses performing an action on the word-processor 
document, in the form of creating and examining an AbiWord file that recreates the word 
processor's set of features. See Ayers, page 3, paragraph 2. AbiWord Schema provides 
annotations within the XSD file and it would have been obvious to provide these features within 
the well-formed structured document because it would have given the author a proficient means 
of properly validating various functions found within a word processor document. 
In reference to claims 9-15, the claims recite the computer readable medium comprising 
instructions for carrying out the document methods as claimed in 1-9. Therefore, the claims are 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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In reference to claims 16-19, the claims recite the system comprising instructions for carrying 
out the document features as claimed in 1-9. Therefore, the claims are rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 5/30/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The Examiner would like to first point out the objections made to the amended 
independent claim. The claim language includes phrases which present matter that is unclear to 
the Examiner. Therefore, the Examiner has made an attempt at interpreting the claim based upon 
the vague nature of the newly formed independent claim. . 

The Examiner believes the specification is contradictory to the presently claimed 
language found in the independent claim. More specifically, the language found in the claim 
states the following: 

'wherein the non-structured feature spans the other tags in the ML document' 

The language in the specification states the non-structured feature span arbitrary ranges 
which would be contradictory to the language found within the claims. The language found 
within the independent claim state the non-structured feature 'span other tags'. The use of the 
phrase 'span other tags" is unclear to the Examiner and could be interpreted multiple ways. The 
validation techniques taught by the reference suggest creating and examining an AbiWord file 
that recreates the word processor's set of features. See Ayers, page 3. 
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Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew J. Ludwig whose telephone number is 571-272-4127. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toil-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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